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THE STATUS OF OUR NATIONAL

DEFENSE AND OUR NATIONAL
SECURITY
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

HULSHOF). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 1997, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
WELDON) is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the majority leader.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I rise tonight to discuss an
issue that is not one of the front page
stories nationally, but which really
needs to be discussed in this body, and
that is the status of our national de-
fense and our national security. It is an
especially timely discussion tonight
because we are about to take up for
consideration both in this body and the
other body a supplemental bill that
will partially deal with the funds that
we have been expending in Bosnia and
in other parts of the world where our
troops are currently deployed. But be-
fore I get into my overview, Mr. Speak-
er, let me respond to some of the dis-
cussion from our colleagues on the
other side during the previous hour.

They attempted to portray the Re-
publicans as being insensitive to the
needs of working people, not caring
about seniors, not caring about fami-
lies, not caring about education, not
caring about health care. In fact, noth-
ing could be further from the truth,
Mr. Speaker.

I take great pride in being a Member
who, by profession, spent years as a
public school teacher in a suburban dis-
trict next to Philadelphia, ran a chap-
ter 1 program for economically and
educationally deprived children, and
like my colleagues on the Republican
and on the Democrat side, cared des-
perately about the future of our young
people.

We in the Republican Party simply
have a fundamental difference with our
Democrat colleagues. We think that
the American people can best decide
how to spend their money, what the
priorities should be. Obviously, we
could spend the money of the American
people in a number of different ways,
and that is what many of our col-
leagues on the other side think should
be the role of the Federal Government.
We, however, believe that giving the
American people more of their hard-
earned money to spend on their prior-
ities is in fact the best way to allow us
all to enjoy the liberties under this
system that we are so blessed with.

In fact, following my presentation to-
night, one of our colleagues, the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. GANSKE), will be
doing an in-depth discussion of health
care, and I think he will be raising
some very provocative issues about our
need to look at the way health care is
being provided in this country.

So Republicans do care, Mr. Speaker,
and Democrats do care. And I think for
Members of either party to get up and
totally tear apart the other side is, in
fact, what it appears to be; it is just
shallow rhetoric, it is political rhetoric
designed to try to continue what hap-

pened in the last campaign cycle. We
do not need that. With the difficult
problems that this Nation has, we need
to have intelligent discussion, debate,
and deal with the real issues that face
this country.

One of those issues, unfortunately,
Mr. Speaker, that has not been getting
much attention has been our national
security. In fact, if we look at the
record over the past 7 years, the only
major area of the Federal budget that
has in fact been cut in real terms is our
defense portion of the budget. In fact,
it has gone down for 13 consecutive
years.

Now, many would argue that the
world has changed, and since we are no
longer in the Cold War where we are
having to keep up with a very powerful
Soviet Union, that reductions in de-
fense spending are appropriate; and in
fact, Mr. Speaker, I agree with that,
and I have supported many of the re-
ductions that we in fact have caused to
occur over the past several years.

For instance, for the past 3 years, I
have been a Republican, as chairman of
the Subcommittee on Military Re-
search and Development, voting con-
sistently against the B–2 bomber. It is
not that I do not like the technology, I
think Stealth technology is critically
important, but I just do not think we
can afford the B–2 bomber with the
budget limitations we have and with
the other problems that we have as a
Nation.

But we need to look at the facts, Mr.
Speaker, in terms of what has been
happening with our defense posture,
what the threats are, and where we are
going to be at the beginning of the next
century, because I think we are going
to face a very perilous period of time.

First of all, let us make some com-
parisons. Now the people of America,
my constituents back home in Penn-
sylvania, believe that we are spending
so much more of their tax dollars
today on defense than what we did in
previous years. The facts just do not
bear that out, Mr. Speaker. In fact, in
the 1960s, and I picked this period of
time because we were at relative peace,
it was after Korea, but before Vietnam,
the country was not at war. John Ken-
nedy was the President. During that
time period, we were spending 52 cents
of every Federal tax dollar sent to
Washington on our military. We were
spending 9 percent of our country’s
gross national product on defense. We
were at peace.

Today, Mr. Speaker, we are spending
15 cents of the Federal tax dollars sent
to Washington on the military, about
2.9 percent of our GNP. So, in fact, as
a percentage of the total amount of
money taken in by Washington, we
have in fact dramatically cut the
amount of that money going for na-
tional security.

But some other things have changed
during that time period that we have
to look at. First of all, Mr. Speaker,
back when John Kennedy was the
President, we had the draft. Young peo-

ple were sucked out of high school,
they were paid far less than the mini-
mum wage, and they were asked to
serve the country for 2 years.

Today’s military is all volunteer; we
have no draft. Our young people are
paid a decent wage. In fact, many of
them have education well beyond high
school, college degrees, some have ad-
vanced degrees. So we have education
costs. We have housing costs because
many of our young people in the mili-
tary today are married; so we have
health care costs, housing costs, edu-
cation costs that we did not have when
John Kennedy was President because
our troops were largely drafted. So a
much larger percentage of this 15 cents
on the dollar that we bring into Wash-
ington for the military goes for the
quality of life of our troops.

And in fact, the bulk of our money
today, the bulk of the money spent in
the defense budget goes to provide for
quality of life for the men and women
who serve this country. So that is a
fundamental change. But some other
things have happened, Mr. Speaker.

First of all, we have to look at what
has occurred during the last 7 years or
6 years as this President has seen fit to
dramatically cut defense far beyond
what I think is a safe level in terms of
long-term spending. During a time
where the President has proposed mas-
sive decreases in defense spending, he
has increased the deployment rate of
our troops to an all-time high, in fact,
the highest level of deployments in the
history of America.

Now, let me give some examples, Mr.
Speaker. I have a chart that bears this
out. This chart shows the number of
deployments that our country has pro-
vided our troops in terms of the past 7
years. We have deployed our troops,
rather, the President has deployed our
troops 25 times at home and around the
world. These are deployments that in-
volved military operations, some have
involved confrontation, many are
peacekeeping, some are involved with
disaster relief, a whole host of mis-
sions. But the point is that during the
period of time where we decimated de-
fense spending to an all-time low, we
increased the deployment low to an all-
time high. Mr. Speaker, 25 deployments
in the past 7 years.

Now, compare that to the previous 40
years. We had 10 deployments in that
period of time. So in the previous 40
years, prior to Bill Clinton becoming
the President, our troops were de-
ployed a total of 10 times. Just in the
last 7 years, our troops have been de-
ployed 25 times.

Now, what is so significant about
that, Mr. Speaker? Well, what is so sig-
nificant about that is that none of
those deployments were budgeted for,
none of them were planned for. So to
pay for those deployments, we had to
take money from other accounts, be-
cause there were no special monies
made available to pay for the costs of
all of these deployments.
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Now, Mr. Speaker, that has a dev-

astating impact on our ability to mod-
ernize our military equipment and to
maintain the morale of our troops. Let
me give an example.

The Bosnian operation, we were told,
would only last for a matter of months,
perhaps a year to 2 years at the most.
By the end of the next fiscal year, the
American taxpayers will have spent
$9.4 billion on the Bosnia operation
alone. In fact, Mr. Speaker, over the
past 7 years, with those 25 deploy-
ments, we have spent $15 billion on
contingency operations around the
world, none of which were budgeted for.

Now, someone might say, Mr. Speak-
er, well, that really does not matter.
The military is getting paid anyway;
why can they not do their training in
these faraway places? Well, sometimes
they can do some of that training, Mr.
Speaker, but by and large, we cannot
pay for the bulk of the support nec-
essary to pay for our troops just out of
the training accounts. It just does not
work.

What is even more troubling is, as
the President has deployed our troops
at this rapidly escalating rate, he has
not taken the time to get our allies to
pay their fair share of the deployment
costs.

Now, let me give a comparison.
George Bush deployed our troops to the
Middle East in Desert Storm, a very
expensive operation. But there was a
fundamental difference, Mr. Speaker.
In Desert Storm, leading up to that op-
eration, President Bush interacted
with the leaders of the world on a regu-
lar basis. He said to them, we will go in
there and we will provide the support
of our military in cooperation with an
allied forces group, and we will provide
the bulk of the sealift and the airlift.
But, he said to our allies, not only
must you provide the troops to go in
with our troops, but you must pay for
the operation itself.

Desert Storm cost $52 billion. Amer-
ica was reimbursed over $53 billion. So
that in terms of the cost, there was no
negative impact on our budget process.

The $15 billion that we have spent on
the 25 deployments since Desert Storm
have not been paid for and shared by
our allies. America has had to pay that
bill itself, and all of that funding has
come out of defense budgets, none of
which was planned for.

What does that mean? That means
we have slipped programs to the out-
years. It means we have not bought
new helicopters to replace old ones. We
wonder why we are having helicopter
accidents today. In fact, Mr. Speaker,
we are going to be flying helicopters
built during the Vietnam War that will
be 45 years old before they are retired,
because to pay for those deployments,
we have had to stretch out the replace-
ment buys that will allow those heli-
copters to be retired.

The B–52 bomber, Mr. Speaker, will
be 55 years old before we ultimately re-
tire that aircraft, yet it is still a criti-
cal part of our capacity in terms of

bombing needs that we might have
around the world.

So to pay for all of these deploy-
ments, we have had to raid the defense
budget. We have kept the numbers that
we agreed to, and our party has held
fast. But we have eaten out of the De-
fense Department’s capability to mod-
ernize our forces and to maintain the
quality of life for our troops.

But it is even more outrageous than
that, Mr. Speaker. In these deploy-
ments where our troops have been sent
to Haiti and to Somalia and Macedonia
and to Bosnia, the concern of our col-
leagues in Congress is not that we
should not be there; I think almost all
of us in this body, Democrats and Re-
publicans, believe, as the world’s only
remaining superpower, we have an obli-
gation to help settle regional conflicts.
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That is not the issue. The issue in the

Congress, Mr. Speaker, is that this ad-
ministration has not gotten support
from our allies to be involved and to
pay their fair share.

When this body went on record and
voted on whether or not to support the
President’s decision to go into Bosnia,
the bulk of our colleagues that I talked
to were not against going into Bosnia.
They were upset that America was put-
ting 36,000 young Americans in that
part of the world when the Germans,
right next door to Bosnia, were only
committing 4,000 troops. Our col-
leagues and I say, what is going on
here? If Bosnia is right next to Ger-
many, why should not Germany be
committing more of its troops, and
why should not the European nations
be paying more of the cost of the Bos-
nian operation?

In fact, Mr. Speaker, my understand-
ing is that in the case of some of the
Scandinavian militaries, we actually
agreed to pay some of their housing
costs to get their troops to be part of
the multinational force.

The same thing has occurred in
Haiti. Our troops are still in Haiti, still
maintaining the peace, when we were
told they would only be there for a few
months at the longest period of time.

In Haiti the President has said to the
Congress, I have gotten other nations
to come in with America. He is right.
But, Mr. Speaker, what he has not told
the American people is that to get
those countries to come in, he actually
has had American DOD dollars pay for
the salaries, the housing costs, and the
food for those foreign troops. The Ban-
gladesh military has sent 1,000 troops
into Haiti to help out. Why? Partially
because American tax dollars have paid
for those troops to come into Haiti.

The point is one, I think, Mr. Speak-
er, that points up the fact of the prob-
lem of our defense budget. In a period
where we have cut defense spending
dramatically because the threats have
decreased, we in fact, Mr. Speaker,
have increased deployments and not
gotten our allies to share that burden.
It has caused us to face a crisis right
now in the military.

There is one more factor we have to
look at, Mr. Speaker. That is the fast-
est growing portion of the defense
budget, the fastest growing portion of
the defense budget, in a very quickly
shrinking budget, is not for new weap-
ons systems. It is not for salary in-
creases for the troops. It is for a fund
that we call environmental mitigation.

I take great pride in my environ-
mental voting record, Mr. Speaker, as
a Republican, and will continue that
record as long as I am in this body. But
we are spending $12 billion this year of
DOD money for what we call environ-
mental mitigation.

Some of that is critically important.
When we decommission nuclear sub-
marines, we have to make sure that we
deal with that spent nuclear fuel and
that we do it in a safe way. When we
close down military sites, we have to
make sure that we clean up those sites
from any hazards that may be there.

But Mr. Speaker, we have gone to the
extreme. We have begun to use the de-
fense budget as a cash cow. A military
base is open on one day, where you
have the children, the offspring of mili-
tary personnel, going to an elementary
school on the base and not suffering
any adverse consequences.

The base closes down, and then the
local leaders of the community say,
this base is a toxic waste site because
the military used chemicals there.
Then they demand from the Federal
government, and we have gone along
with this game, hundreds of millions of
dollars not to just clean up those sites,
but to develop very extensive reuse and
economic development schemes, using
money that was originally designed to
be used for the defense of this country.
That fund, Mr. Speaker, is now $12 bil-
lion, and it is growing each year.

The point that I am trying to make
is not that we have in fact the need to
dramatically increase defense spend-
ing, because we cannot do that. But,
Mr. Speaker, we have some hard
choices to make.

This President has either got to help
us reform the laws dealing with these
bases that we have closed, to give us
some flexibility in the Congress and in
the administration of these base clos-
ings in terms of the costs that we have
to put forward, he has to get our allies
to pay more of the share of these de-
ployments, or reduce the deployment
levels that our troops are being asked
to commit to around the world, or he
has to do what he has already asked
for, and that is another round of base
closings.

The administration today is pleading
for this Congress to approve another
round of military base closings. Let me
say, Mr. Speaker, I agree with the
President. We should close more bases
in America. I agree with the President,
but the President is not going to be
able to get a base closing bill through
this Congress.

The average citizen would say well, if
we need to close more bases, if that is
going to help us save money because it
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will reduce our military, why then will
not the Congress approve a base closing
process? The answer is simple, Mr.
Speaker.

In the 12 years that I have been in
Congress, one of the most difficult as-
signments that we had to make 6 or 7
years ago was how to reduce the mili-
tary infrastructure as we cut the num-
ber of troops in the military. No Mem-
ber of Congress wants to close a base in
his or her district. It is political sui-
cide. So we went to great lengths,
Democrats and Republicans, to set up
an independent process to remove poli-
tics from base closings, so neither
Democrats nor Republicans could de-
cide whose base would be closed based
upon politics alone.

This independent commission twice
recommended base closings. One of the
first bases closed was the Philadelphia
Navy Yard, right next to my district.
When it closed, 13,000 people lost their
jobs. But with a shrinking Navy, we
cannot support eight public shipyards.
We had to close four of them. So the
base closing process worked twice. We
closed a significant number of bases.

Then a third round of base closings
was recommended, and something dif-
ferent happened. President Clinton, in
the year that he was running for re-
election, made a decision. He said, we
are going to take the recommendations
of the commission, except for two. I am
going to recommend that we keep one
base in California and one base in
Texas open, even though it has been
recommended for closure. So those two
bases were given reprieves.

It just so happened that those two
bases are in the two States with the
most electoral votes. Many would say
that the reason the President disagreed
with the base closing commission was
because he wanted to have California
and Texas support him in the cam-
paign. I am not going to make that ac-
cusation today, but what the President
did do, Mr. Speaker, was that he soured
the process.

Members of Congress today, Demo-
crats and Republicans, will not vote for
a new round of base closings because
they do not trust this administration.
We were fooled once, and we will not be
fooled again. This President took a
nonpolitical process that Republicans
and Democrats agreed to and he vio-
lated that process. Now we do not have
the confidence that this administration
will go back to the way base closings
occurred in the past.

Therefore, we are in a dilemma. We
need to close more bases, but this ad-
ministration, who says we need to
close more bases, cannot get a base
closing process approved by this Con-
gress. It is because of the actions of
this President.

All of these things occurring are af-
fecting our defense budget. That is why
the debate coming up this week and
next week on the floor of the House
and the floor of the other body will be
about whether or not we replenish
some of that money that has been

spent on Bosnia into the DOD budget. I
think that is the only thing we can do.
We have had a budget agreement that
has been very tight. We set caps on de-
fense spending, and we have now vio-
lated those caps.

The Congress did not go in and take
money out of that defense budget, we
did not raise the caps. It was the Presi-
dent himself that deployed these troops
to exotic places around the world,
many of which I supported, and did not
propose a way to pay for them. There-
fore, our defense budget was unilater-
ally cut.

What we want the supplemental to
do, what I want the supplemental to
do, is to reinstate some of that money,
less than $2 billion, to those defense ac-
counts that have been decimated by
over $9 billion just for Bosnia alone,
and $15 billion for all of our contin-
gency operations over the past 7 years.
I think that is the right thing to do for
our troops, and the right thing to do
for our military.

Let me get on to the next point I
wanted to make, Mr. Speaker: that is,
the President lulling us into a false
sense of security. The President is the
Commander in Chief. When my con-
stituents back in Pennsylvania listen
to the President give a speech, they
know he is also the Commander in
Chief, and he knows what the threats
are in the world. But let me talk about
some of those threats. Let me talk
about the President’s use of the bully
pulpit to convey to the American peo-
ple a false sense that there are no
longer threats in the world.

As I said earlier, I am the first to
admit, it is a changed world. The Cold
War is over. But does that mean Russia
is no longer a threat? Mr. Speaker, I do
a significant amount of work with Rus-
sia. I formed and chair the initiative
with their Duma. I have been to Russia
14 times, four times in the last year.
My undergraduate degree is in Russian
studies. I know the language, and I am
working right now on a number of posi-
tive programs to help stabilize Russia.

I do not see Russia as an evil empire,
Mr. Speaker. But let me say this: Rus-
sia is more destabilized today than at
any time in the last 50 years. We need
to understand that, not from fear of
having Russia mount an all-out attack
on America. I do not believe that is in
any way, shape, or form what Boris
Yeltsin or any other leader would want
to do. But there is a heightened oppor-
tunity or a heightened potential for in-
cidents involving and as a result of the
instability in Russia today.

Let me give some examples. With the
economic chaos in Russia today, more
and more of Russia’s conventional
military is being decimated. The gen-
erals and admirals who were the key
leaders in the Soviet military have
been forced out of their positions with
no pensions, with inadequate housing,
in most cases no housing.

In many cases, as General Lebed tes-
tified before my subcommittee last
week here in Washington, and as he has

told me on two other visits in Moscow
and Washington, they have now had to
resort to criminal activities to take
care of their families.

So these generals and admiral, who
know where all the technology is in
Russia, who know where the nuclear
materials are in Russia, are now re-
sorting to selling those materials on
the black market because they feel be-
trayed by the motherland. We are see-
ing technology transfer occur at a rate
now that we have not seen in the past
50 years.

This is not being fostered by Boris
Yeltsin, it is occurring because of in-
stability in Russia, because of Russian
military officers who feel betrayed by
their country. In addition to that, Mr.
Speaker, Russia’s demise of their con-
ventional military has caused them to
be more reliant on their offensive,
long-range strategic missiles.

The President has given a speech
three times in this well and 190 times
in America where he has said some-
thing like this. He has looked in the
camera and said, you all can sleep well
tonight because, for the first time in 50
years, there are no long-range ICBMs
pointed at America’s children.

As the Commander in Chief, Mr.
Speaker, he knows we have no way of
verifying that. The Russians will not
allow us to have access to their target-
ing, just as we will not allow them to
have access to ours. But he also knows,
Mr. Speaker, you can retarget an ICBM
in 15 to 30 seconds. In addition, Mr.
Speaker, he knows that China today
has 18 to 25 ICBMs, each with a range
of 30,000 kilometers, that are aimed at
American cities that can launch at any
city in America.

But let us look beyond that, Mr.
Speaker. Let us look at whether or not
there is a potential for an incident to
occur that would threaten American
troops or the American people.

In January, 1995, Norway announces
to Russia in a written communication
that they are going to launch a multi-
stage weather rocket from an island off
the coast of Norway. It is a courtesy to
notify a neighboring country. The date
of the launch comes about, and Norway
launches this multi-stage weather
rocket. Russian intelligence, with sys-
tems that are not being properly main-
tained, sees this multi-stage rocket
taking off and mistakes it for an Amer-
ican multi-stage ICBM coming from
one of our submarines at sea.

The Russian security system puts the
system in Russia on a full alert, which
means that they activate the black
boxes, the cheggets, that control the
Russian nuclear arsenal which are in
the hands of Boris Yeltsin, at that time
Pavel Grachev, the defense minister,
and General Kolesnikov, the chief of
the command staff, which meant that
Russia had 15 minutes within which
was the time period allocated to call
off a nuclear response against America
to a weather rocket that they had been
forewarned of by Norway.

Mr. Speaker, this is not a Stephen
Spielberg science fiction movie, this is
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what occurred. The Russians have ac-
knowledged this. In fact, Boris
Yeltsin’s explanation was that it was a
good test of their system; that with 7
minutes left, he overruled Kolesnikov
and Grachev and called off the re-
sponse.

b 2215

Mr. Speaker, that is the threat. The
threat is from an accidental launch.
The threat is from a rogue Nation get-
ting a capability that threatens our
troops, our allies, and our people. That
is why we need to continue to focus on
national security. Not because Russia
is the ‘‘evil empire,’’ because they are
not. Not because China is coming after
us, because they are not. But because
there are risks in the world today that
I would argue are greater than what
they have been for the past 50 years,
mainly because of the lack of cohesion
inside of Russia and with the Russian
Government and its military.

Another example, Mr. Speaker, last
May I was in Moscow, and among the
meetings that I had were with the sen-
ior leaders of the Duma, including the
Deputy Defense Minister; the Minister
of Natural Resources, Orlov; the Min-
ister of Atomic Energy, Mikhaylov;
and Boris Nemtsov, the Deputy Prime
Minister.

I met again with General Lebed. And
as you know, General Lebed is a four-
star retired general. He is the individ-
ual credited with ending two wars that
Russia was involved in: the war in
Moldavia and the war in Chechnya.
Lebed himself ended both of those con-
flicts. He ran for the presidency
against Yeltsin, and Yeltsin was so
fearful of his candidacy that he enticed
him to leave the race to come work for
him as one of his top advisors.

Many give General Lebed the credit
for allowing Yeltsin to win the last
election, because if Lebed had stayed
in the race, he would have taken
enough votes away from Yeltsin that
the Communist Zyuganov would have
won the presidential election in Russia
at the same time the Communist Party
was winning 165 seats in the State
Duma.

General Lebed, in our meeting last
May, a private meeting with six Mem-
bers of Congress, was talking to us
about the security of Russian nuclear
weapons. He was talking to us about
decommissioned submarines, nuclear
powered submarines sitting in dry-dock
with no solutions in sight to deal with
that nuclear waste and those contami-
nated products.

He gave us a number of examples of
Russian military going into Mafia-type
operations, selling equipment, hard-
ware, and even the potential of selling
nuclear materials. But then he talked
about one specific incident. He said in
response to a question I asked him
about nuclear devices, whether or not
Russia had any small nuclear devices,
he said, ‘‘Let me tell you a story. When
I was the secretary of the Defense
Council for President Yeltsin, one of

my assignments was to account for 132
suitcase-sized nuclear bombs. These are
devices that could be carried by two
people, each with the capacity of ap-
proximately 1 kiloton, which is about
one-tenth the size of the Hiroshima
bomb.

He said Russia built 132 of these. ‘‘I
was given the assignment to account
for them.’’ He said, ‘‘My people could
only find 48.’’ We said, ‘‘General, where
are the rest?’’ And he said, ‘‘I have no
idea.’’ He said, ‘‘They could be safe.
They could be secure. We do not know
where they are. They could be in some-
one else’s hands. They could be on the
border. They could be in the former So-
viet States, I just do not know.’’

Mr. Speaker, I came back from that
trip. There was no press in place. This
was not an attempt, as the Russian
Government would later say, by Lebed
to get some headlines. There was no
press in the meeting. There was no
press conference. I came back to Wash-
ington and I debriefed the CIA and the
DIA on what the Russian general had
told me. They could not tell me wheth-
er or not they knew whether or not
General Lebed knew that these devices
were not secure. Our intelligence just
did not know the answer to that ques-
tion.

Now, the Russians trashed General
Lebed. They called him a traitor. They
said he did not know what he was talk-
ing about, this general had no idea of
whether or not Russia ever built nu-
clear devices. And many of the senior
officials from Russia denied that Rus-
sia ever built these devices.

‘‘60 Minutes’’ contacted me in August
when they read my trip report, which
became a part of the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, and they said, ‘‘Congressman,
did the general really say this?’’ And I
said yes. They said, ‘‘Can we interview
you?’’ I said yes. They interviewed me
and went to Moscow and interviewed
General Lebed. And the first story in
September of last year by ‘‘60 Minutes’’
was General Lebed repeating what he
told me in that meeting in Moscow.

Again, the Russia media denied what
the general said. They trashed him. In
fact, our own Department of Defense,
our press spokesman said publicly, ‘‘We
have no reason to doubt that Russia
does not control any small nuclear de-
vices they may have built.’’

So in October, I invited one of my
Russian scientific friends to come to
Washington. Alexei Yablakov. Dr.
Yablakov is one of the most world-re-
nowned environmental leaders in Rus-
sia. He is an ecologist. Dr. Yablakov
came. He is a member of the Academy
of Sciences in Moscow. He came to
Washington and testified before my
committee. He said on the public
record that he knew that General
Lebed was telling the truth. Russia
built these devices, and he knew sci-
entists who were his colleagues who
had worked on these devices and who
told him that some of them were built
for the KGB, and that it was impera-
tive for Russia to find and locate and
destroy these nuclear suitcases.

Yablakov was called a traitor back in
Moscow. The media trashed him. They
said he was no good. Yablakov defended
his honor. The story was a major story
all over Russia. In fact, the Defense
Minister called Yablakov into the
Kremlin, and working with him, said
they would issue a decree, a presi-
dential decree to account for any of
these devices that may have been built
which they denied had been built ear-
lier.

Mr. Speaker, I was again in Moscow
in December, and on that trip I met for
an hour and a half with the Defense
Minister of Russia, General Sergeyev.
In his office I again asked him about
the small nuclear devices. He said,
‘‘Congressman, we did build these de-
vices. In fact, we built several types of
them, as your country did. We know
that have you destroyed all of your
small nuclear devices. We still have ap-
proximately 200. But I commit to you
that by the year 2000, we will have
them all destroyed.’’

Now, why do I tell this story, Mr.
Speaker? I tell this story because to
create the impression that all is stable
in Russia is exactly the wrong position
to be stating to the American people.
We do not need to scare the American
people, but we need to be honest with
them, candid with them, and the same
thing applies with Russia itself.

Because of the instability in Russia,
many individuals and entities are look-
ing to sell off technologies and prod-
ucts to rogue nations. Two years ago,
we caught Russian institutes and indi-
viduals transferring guidance systems
for rockets to Iraq. In fact, the Jor-
danian and Israeli intelligence inter-
cepted these devices which are very ex-
pensive, that had been taken off of
Russian SSN–19 rockets, very sophisti-
cated long-range rockets that were
being shipped to Iraq.

Three times the CIA caught Russia
transferring sets of guidance systems
to Iraq. One hundred twenty sets of
these guidance systems, Mr. Speaker,
went from Russia to Iraq, to allow Iraq
to improve the accuracy of their Scud
missiles which killed our 27 Americans
7 years ago.

Not one time did this administration
impose sanctions as required under the
treaty between the U.S. and Russia
called Missile Technology Control Re-
gime, which requires sanctions when a
nation or an entity is caught selling
material that is covered by that trea-
ty. In fact since 1993, we have caught
Russia violating the Missile Tech-
nology Control Regime seven times.
We have not imposed sanctions once.

This past summer, the Israelis came
to America and they said, we have evi-
dence that Russian scientists are work-
ing with Iran to allow Iran to build me-
dium-range missiles that we cannot de-
fend against. Initially the administra-
tion raised cain because that kind of
intelligence information they did not
want out. When the investigation was
done, we found out exactly what hap-
pened, and that in fact was Russian en-
tities involved with the Russian space
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agency had been transferring tech-
nology to Iran to allow Iran to build a
medium-range missile partly based on
the Russian SS–4 missile.

What does this mean, Mr. Speaker?
This means that within 12 months, Iran
will have a medium-range missile that
can hit any one of 25,000 American
troops that this President today has
deployed in Bosnia, in other regions
around the Middle East, Somalia, Mac-
edonia, because of the capability of
those missiles. It also means that Iran
will be able to hit, from its homeland,
Israel directly with a medium-range
missile.

It means that Iran is working, as
well as Iraq, on developing medium-
range missile capabilities that is going
to destabilize that part of the world.
And the horror story here, Mr. Speak-
er, is we will have no system in place
to defend Israel against those missiles
when they are deployed.

Now, some say we have the Patriot
system. It was great during Desert
Storm. The Patriot system was not de-
signed to take out missiles. It was
built as a system to shoot down air-
planes. When the risk of Saddam’s
Scud missiles appeared in Desert
Storm, Raytheon Corporation was able
to heat up that Patriot system to give
us some capability to take out low-
complexity Scud missiles. But our
military has acknowledged publicly
that during Desert Storm, the Patriot
system was at best 40 percent effective,
which meant that 60 percent of the
time we could not take out those Scud
missiles. And even when we did hit the
Scud missile, we were not hitting the
warhead where a chemical or biological
weapon would be. We were hitting the
tail section, so that the debris would
actually land on the people and still do
the devastating damage of the bomb or
the weapon of mass destruction and
have its impact on the people whom it
was intended to hurt.

In fact we had our largest loss of life
of American troops in this decade in
Dhahran, Saudi Arabia, when that low-
complexity Scud missile went into that
barracks.

The point reinforces my notion, Mr.
Speaker. While we need to continue to
control the amount of defense spend-
ing, we need to be prepared for what is
happening in the world today. China is
spending a larger and larger amount of
its money on defense. North Korea has
now deployed a medium-range missile
that we thought we would not see for 5
years. It is called the No Dong. It now
threatens all of Japan. It threatens
South Korea, and potentially troops in
that theater, and they are working on
a longer-range missile that eventually
will be able to hit Alaska and Hawaii.

The point is that as much as we want
to spend more and more money on do-
mestic programs, we cannot do that by
sacrificing the strong deterrent that a
strong military provides. The reason
we have a strong military is not just to
fight wars. It is to deter aggression.
There has never been a nation that has

fallen because it is too strong. And
while we do not want to be the bully of
the world, we need to understand that
strength in our military systems deters
regional aggression. And regional ag-
gression is what leads to larger con-
frontations and eventually world war.

Here is a summary, Mr. Speaker, of
the budget projections from 1991 to
2001. The blue bar graph is mandatory
outlays. They are going to increase by
35 percent during that 10-year period.
The green bar graph is domestic discre-
tionary spending. That is going to in-
crease by 15 percent during the 10-year
period. The red bar graph is defense
spending. It is decreasing by 35 percent
during that 10-year time period.

We need to be careful, Mr. Speaker,
that we do not approach a similar situ-
ation to what occurred in the 1970s, be-
cause if we allow our military to not
modernize, to not provide the support
for the morale of the troops, we could
begin to see a decay that we will not be
able to reverse.

Now, why is all of this important and
why do I discuss it today? Because the
budget problems that I outlined at the
beginning of my special order are going
to be exacerbated after the turn of the
century. This administration has post-
poned all modernization in our mili-
tary and, therefore, everything has
been slid until the next administration
comes into office. This administration
looks great. They have been able to
balance the budget, they have been
able to cut spending. They say they
have cut Federal spending. They have
only cut defense. That is the only area
of the Federal Government where we
have had real decline in real terms.
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But in the process of doing that, they
have postponed decisions for new sys-
tems until the next century. In the
year 2000 and beyond, these are the sys-
tems that are currently scheduled by
this administration to go into full pro-
duction: the V–22 for the Marine Corps;
the Comanche for the Army; the F–22
for the Air Force; the F/A–18E and F
for the Navy; the Joint Strike Fighter
for the Navy, Air Force, and Marine
Corps; a new aircraft carrier; new de-
stroyers.

The Army after next, an information-
controlled Army: missile defense, thea-
ter missile defense, national missile de-
fense. All of these programs, Mr.
Speaker, are coming on line at the be-
ginning of the next century and none of
them can be paid for because of what
we are doing to the defense budget
today.

Now, what have I proposed? I have
told the administration, cut more pro-
grams. If you are not going to cut envi-
ronmental costs, if you are not going
to reduce deployments, if you cannot
close more bases, and if you are not
going to give us more money for de-
fense, then cancel more programs.

I voted to cancel the B–2, and the
President kept the line open one more
year during his election year in spite of

the fact that we should have canceled
it and saved that money. And I told the
administration, cancel one of the tac-
tical aviation programs. We cannot
build three new TACAIR programs.
This year we are spending $2.7 billion
on tactical aviation that is buying new
fighter planes.

The current plans of this administra-
tion in building the F–22, the Joint
Strike Fighter, and the F/A–18E and F,
the GAO and CBO estimate in 10 years
would cost us between 14 and 16 billion
dollars a year. Where does this Presi-
dent think he is going to get—he is not
going to be here. Where does he think
the next President is going to get an
increase of $10 to $12 billion just for
tactical fighters alone? It is not going
to happen, Mr. Speaker.

That is why I am predicting a major
train wreck, a train wreck that could
jeopardize security of this country. We
have got to be realistic about what the
threats are. We have got to be realistic
about what our needs are. We have got
to be realistic about the way that we
prioritize spending. We have got to be
honest with the American people. And
we have not done this.

This administration in the State of
the Union speech two months ago men-
tioned national security out of an 80-
minute speech in two sentences. Yet
the President is quick to deploy our
troops around the world, but does not
want to fund the dollars to support
those very troops and modernize them.

Something has got to give, Mr.
Speaker. And I hope this special order
tonight will make our colleagues, will
make this city, and will make this
country understand the dilemma we
are facing. I am not here to advocate
massive increases in defense spending.
I am here to say help us control the
amount of money we are currently put-
ting forth, cut where we can, be realis-
tic about what the threats are, and be
honest about what our needs are in the
21st century. Because if we do not do
that, I think the prospects for the long-
term security of this country and the
free world get dimmer and dimmer.
f

HMO CARE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. GANSKE) is recognized for 60 min-
utes.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, 2 years
ago I met a woman who killed a man.
I did not meet her in prison. She was
not on parole. She had never even been
investigated by the police. In fact, for
causing the death of a man, she re-
ceived congratulations from her col-
leagues and she moved up the cor-
porate ladder. This woman, Dr. Linda
Peeno, was working as a medical re-
viewer at an HMO.

In testimony before the Committee
on Commerce on May 30, 1996, she con-
fessed that her decision as an HMO re-
viewer to deny payment for a life-sav-
ing operation led to the preventable
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